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Subject: Public Review Draft – San Miguel Community Plan 

 

To Residents of San Miguel and Interested Parties: 

 

The attached document (also available at http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/sanmiguel) is the 

Public Review Draft of the San Miguel Community Plan. We encourage you to review this draft plan and 

submit comments to the County Planning and Building Department by August 20, 2013. 

 

This first draft is being released after careful consideration of public input, local planning policies and 

state law, local conditions, and expected growth.  This draft focuses on planning for a healthy 

community, economic development, and funding for public facilities.   

 

Before any public hearings are set, the plan will need to undergo revisions.  These revisions will include a 

plan for financing needed improvements to the water and sewer systems, roads, and other public 

facilities. In addition, the plan will be revised to include environmental mitigation measures identified in 

the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which is the next major step in the process.   The plan will also 

address input received from the public and from government agencies and local organizations.  The 

resulting document – the Public Hearing Draft – is expected to be released in early 2014, together with 

the Draft EIR.   
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How can I submit my comments? 

San Miguel Forward ........... Attend a San Miguel Forward Collaborative meeting.  The next meeting is 

scheduled for June 24, 2013 at 7:00pm at the fire station (1150 Mission 

Street).  You can also check http://www.discoversanmiguel.com for more 

information.   

By phone ........................... Contact Michael Conger at (805) 781-5136. 

By mail ............................... San Luis Obispo County Planning and Building Department 

Attn: Michael Conger 

976 Osos Street, Room 300 

San Luis Obispo, Calif.  93408 

By email ............................. Contact Michael Conger at mconger@co.slo.ca.us  

 

After the Public Hearing Draft is developed, there will also be opportunities to comment on that and 

speak at public hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.   

 

We look forward to hearing from you.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Michael Conger 

Project Manger 
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A change in focus.  Community plans are typically updated for a 20-year time frame.  As time passes, the 

major community planning issues also change.  This Plan was initiated by the Board of Supervisors in 

2011.  At that time, the Board authorized particular focus to be placed on making San Miguel a healthy, 

economically viable community with complete infrastructure and public facilities.   

A healthy community – As of 2013, concerns over 

healthy living are increasingly common.  Public health 

professionals agree that the built environment plays a 

role in our ability to maintain our well-being.  In order 

to encourage walking, biking, and other outdoor 

recreation, a community must have sufficient 

parkland, trails, sidewalks, bike lanes, and other 

infrastructure.  Amenities like shade trees, park 

benches, and street lighting can also make outdoor 

activities a safer and more pleasant experience. 

An economically viable community – In 2013, San 

Miguel qualifies under state law as a disadvantaged 

community, based on its average per capita income.  

Few head-of-household jobs exist in the community, 

and many residents commute to Paso Robles or 

ďeyond for eŵployŵent.  “an Miguel’s historic 
resources and location make it suitable for further 

tourism-oriented development.  Additionally, targeting 

growing business sectors, such as small-scale 

manufacturing, may help bring jobs to the community, 

providing more opportunities to live and work in San 

Miguel.   

A ͞coŵplete͟ coŵŵuŶity – Growth cannot be 

considered ͞strategic͟ if there are insufficient puďlic facilities or infrastructure to support that 

growth.  To ensure that communities are complete in terms of public facilities and infrastructure, 

this Plan seeks to take a more proactive role in planning for new public amenities.  Chapter 8 of this 

plan contains a Public Facilities Financing Plan, which shows how the facilities and infrastructure 

needed for growth can be funded and phased in alignment with new development.   

San Miguel in 2035.  This Plan is based on a horizon year of 2035.  In 2035, San Miguel is projected to 

have about 3,650 residents.  Although there are new areas where development can happen, most new 

growth will occur as infill development in existing neighborhoods and new cluster subdivisions and 

mixed housing developments east of the railroad.   

Guiding Principles 

COUNTY MISSION 

Serve the community with pride to 

enhance the economic, 

environmental, and social quality of 

life in San Luis Obispo County. 

 

COUNTY VISION 

Create and maintain a place that is 

safe, healthy, livable, prosperous, and 

well-governed.   

 

PLANNING AND BUILDING 

DEPARTMENT MISSION 

Promoting the wise use of land; 

Helping to build great communities. 
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FIGURE 1-B:  San Miguel Community Plan Study Area 
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CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Policy AQ 1.1 Encourage compact land development by concentrating new growth within 

existing communities and ensuring complete services to meet local needs. 

Policy OS 1.7 Protect open space resources by guiding development away from rural areas 

to more suitable areas. 
ECONOMIC ELEMENT 

Policy EE 1.2 Maintain and enhance the quality of life for county residents by pursuing 

economic development activities. 

Policy EE 1.3 Balance the capacity for growth with the efficient use or reuse of available 

resources (energy, land, water, infrastructure) and reasonable acquisition of 

new resources. 

1-6.3: Land Uses and Community Design 
FRAMEWORK FOR PLANNING, LAND USE AND CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

Strategic Growth 

Principles 

Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place. 

Encourage mixed land uses. 

Create a range of housing opportunities and choices. 

Take advantage of compact building design. 
CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Policy VR 6.1 Ensure that new multi-family residential, mixed-use, and commercial or other 

non-residential development in the urban and village areas is consistent with 

local character, identity, and sense of place. 
HOUSING ELEMENT 

Policy 1.1 Designate a sufficient supply of land for housing that will facilitate balanced 

communities, including a variety of housing types, tenure, price, and 

neighborhood character. 
PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT 

Policy 2.1 Provide parks which are aesthetic and consistent with community needs. 

1-6.4: Circulation 
FRAMEWORK FOR PLANNING, LAND USE AND CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

Strategic Growth 

Principles 

Create walkable neighborhoods and towns. 

Provide a variety of transportation choices. 

1-6.5: Administration 
FRAMEWORK FOR PLANNING, LAND USE AND CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

Strategic Growth 

Principles 

Make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost-effective. 

Encourage community and stakeholder participation. 

1-6.6: Healthy Communities 
FRAMEWORK FOR PLANNING, LAND USE AND CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

Strategic Growth 

Principle 1, Policy 

1 

Maintain and protect a living environment that is safe, healthful, and pleasant 

for all residents.   

Strategic Growth 

Principle 2, Policy 

11 

Provide adequate community amenities, parks, natural areas, and trails in 

support of new development, which will support a high quality of life and 

compact form of community development.   

Strategic Growth 

Principle 4, Policy 

1 

Plan communities with schools, parks, public spaces, transit stops, and 

commercial districts located as focal points within convenient walking 

distances of neighborhoods.   
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Section 21083.3 of the California Public Resources Code requires a community plan to include or provide 

reference to each of the seven mandatory elements (Land Use, Circulation, Housing, Noise, 

Conservation, Open Space, and Safety) of a general plan specified in §65302 of the California 

Government Code. A community plan need not address all the issues specified in §65302, if the overall 

general plan, in this case, the San Luis Obispo County General Plan, satisfies these requirements. A 

community plan, however, must contain specific development policies and identify measures to 

implement those policies. 

Community plans should be updated periodically to conform to changes in California law and other legal 

requirements, and to reflect changes in local population, land development patterns, and public 

sentiment. In addition, the conditions and assumptions that form the basis of a community plan may 

change due to fluctuations in population, the economy, development in the surrounding region, and 

other factors. 
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Policy 2-5: Plan for retail and service commercial.  Provide opportunities for 

appropriate commercial goods, services, and employment to serve the 

coŵŵunity’s groǁing population.   
 

Policy 2-6: Provide a range of housing types.  Encourage development that provides 

housing types for all incomes, age levels, and family structures.   

 

Policy 2-7: Bolster small businesses.  Create a climate in which small businesses can 

develop and prosper.   

 

Policy 2-8: Increase head-of-household employment opportunities.  Designate land 

for new agricultural support and specialty manufacturing businesses.   

 

Policy 2-9: Enhance community character.  Enhance “an Miguel’s ŵost attractiǀe 
features – small town ambiance, cultural and historical resources, 

environmental setting, and affordable housing – to attract additional 

economic development.   

 

Policy 2-10: Support live-work arrangements.  Create flexible regulations that allow 

someone to operate a business and live on the same property.   

2-2.7: Economic Development Implementing Programs  

Program 2-1: Identify and recruit the types of businesses that can succeed in San 

Miguel.  Work with key industries for the purpose of targeted marketing (on 

a case-by-case basis) to retain or expand existing businesses and attract new 

ones. Identify underrepresented industries that may be attracted to San 

Miguel and actively recruit them. The following strategies should be 

considered in implementing this program: 

 

a) Identify the types of existing and potential businesses that can 

succeed in San Miguel. 

Some of the types of businesses that provide goods or services to 

the local population have already been identified in the market 

study prepared by The Natelson Dale Group (2012). Other 

businesses provide goods or services to a much wider geographic 

area (possibly even international), bringing income into the county. 

These types of ďusinesses haǀe ďeen called ͞tradaďle goods and 
serǀices͟ ďy econoŵist Bill Watkins in the ϮϬϬϵ “an Luis Oďispo 
County Economic Forecast by the University of California, Santa 

Barbara Economic Forecast Project. San Miguel is positioned well 
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for a number of business types related to surrounding agricultural 

operations, Camp Roberts Military Reservation, the US Highway 101 

corridor, and nearby major fiber-optic cables that connect to an 

international network. 

In light of these attributes, San Miguel may be a good location for 

the following types of businesses (and possibly other 

underrepresented or unidentified industries): 

 Local-serving retail and services (see market study prepared by 

The Natelson Dale Group, 2012) 

 Farm equipment and supplies 

 Accounting and payroll services 

 Agricultural processing, storage, and distribution 

 Agricultural tourism 

 Hotels or motels 

 Water technology 

 Transportation (trucking) and related businesses  

 Small business incubator – i.e. an organization established to 

advise, guide, support, and provide a facility for new business 

ventures. 

 Medical and health care services 

 Information technology and related businesses 

 Energy technology and related businesses 

 Environmentally desirable businesses, such as firms engaged in 

renewable energy development. 

 

b) Solicit information about business needs.  Identify specific 

businesses consistent with the list above, both in San Miguel and 

elsewhere, and interview them to solicit information about their 

needs in terms of sites, workforce, and other businesses they 

interact with.  

This information can help identify potential adjustments to the San 

Miguel Community Plan, determine whether these business types 

are appropriate for San Miguel, and identify conditions under which 

they would consider locating or expanding in San Miguel. These 

businesses are most likely located in the county or in the nearby 

portions of the Central Valley. 

c) Ensure adequate zoning.  Ensure that adequate sites are designated 

(zoned) in San Miguel for the businesses mentioned above. Certain 

businesses will need access and visibility from US Highway 101, 
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whereas other businesses may need a pedestrian-friendly 

downtown where people can walk from one business to another. 

Some businesses will need larger sites than others. Other 

characteristics of sites important to specific types of businesses may 

be identified during the interviews conducted in strategy b above. 

 

d) Reduce start-up costs for preferred businesses.  Minimize the cost 

and time associated with permitting requirements for preferred 

types of businesses.  Assist with detailed site planning for new 

commercial development on key sites.  Reduce start-up costs for 

preferred businesses by using public financing to fully improve one 

or more sites for job-generating businesses. 

 

Using a variety of public financing tools, the County should help 

construct basic infrastructure in advance of when private 

developers would request permits for the commercial buildings for 

which detailed planning was completed.  This would provide a 

strong incentive for the preferred types of businesses to locate or 

expand in San Miguel, since it would significantly reduce the time 

and cost associated with establishing a business. 

 

e) Market entitled sites to targeted businesses.  Once development 

sites are entitled, market them to the targeted businesses.  

Methods to market the sites should include some direct meetings 

with the businesses interviewed previously, meetings with real 

estate associations, and direct ŵail ͞inǀitations͟ to ďusiness and 
trade associations by regular mail and email. The invitations should 

also be sent to consultants that specialize in identifying sites for 

specific business clients. The Economic Vitality Corporation (EVC) 

may be able to help route these invitations to businesses on the EVC 

distribution list. 

 

Program 2-2: Assist the community in developing a Business Improvement District (BID).  

Assist local merchants and business organizations interested in forming a 

business improvement district (BID) to promote a definable identity for San 

Miguel’s coŵŵercial areas through coordinated signage, landscaping and 

streetscape enhancements. Ultimately, a BID could be responsible for on-

going maintenance of landscaping, lighting, street furniture, and other 

amenities, as well as for other business district functions. 
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Program 2-8: Promote the use of non-motorized transportation to and within the 

Central Business District.  Encourage site design that facilitates walking and 

bicycling.  Plan for ͞coŵplete streets͟ ǁith street trees, ďicycle lanes, and 
sidewalks.  Promote efforts to consolidate parking in the Central Business 

District.   

 

Program 2-9: Streamline the permitting process for desired development.   

 

a) Master Conditional Use Permit.   Process comprehensive 

conditional use permits for certain prescribed development types 

on key sites in the community, rather than requiring a separate use 

permit for each individual development.  This will help to make 

development in San Miguel more marketable, as start-up costs 

associated with entitlements and environmental review will be 

minimized. 

 

A Master Conditional Use Permit should be based on a reasonably 

foreseeable project and contain a sufficient level of detail to lessen 

the extent of permit review for future land development proposals. 

Future development pursuant to the master permit would be based 

on specific parameters, which could include: environmental 

mitigation, conceptual site layouts, parking and circulation plans, 

drainage plans, architectural themes, and streetscape features. 

Design guidelines and standards must be consistent with the San 

Miguel Community Plan. 

 

These plans or entitlements should be prepared in phases for the 

community, since economic and environmental conditions can 

change within a few years after being approved. Once a site is so 

entitled by the County, construction permits could be obtained 

through a relatively quick ministerial building permit. Additionally, 

incentives such as deferred impact fees or adjustments to 

development codes may be considered. 

 

b) Tiered environmental review.  Streamline the environmental 

review process by allowing subsequent development to ͞tier͟ off of 

the Environmental Impact Report for the San Miguel Community 

Plan.  ͞Tiering͟ alloǁs an applicant to use the standard mitigation 

measures adopted with this Community Plan rather than developing 

specific mitigation measures for an individual project. This would 

reduce costs and the processing time associated with the 

environmental review process.   
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TABLE NOTES 

 

a 2035 projections are based on anticipated population growth projections compiled by the County Department of Planning and Building Department.  Population is 

discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.  The numbers of units assigned to each category assume that growth will occur on land with existing entitlements lands first.  

After that, the ratio of Residential Single Family and Residential Multi-Family units is expected to be consistent with historic trends.  Commercial square footage 

estimates are based on the market estimates provided in the San Miguel Economic Strategy (Natelson Dale 2013).   

b Future capacity considers development of the community to its theoretical maximum capacity, based on zoning and allowable density or intensity.  This table 

demonstrates that the community has adequate land use capacity for future growth beyond 2035. 

c Acreage and density calculations are based upon gross acreage.  Gross acreage includes lands not suitable for development, such as road rights-of-way, access 

easements, or flood hazard areas.   

d Population projections assume maintenance of 3.17 persons per dwelling unit, as observed in the 2010 US Census. 

e Residences are an allowable use in the Commercial Retail (CR) land use category if they are secondary and incidental to a primary commercial use.  Mixed use 

developments are encouraged within specific areas of the community, including portions of the Central Business District.   

f Of the 148,000 square feet anticipated for the Commercial Retail land use category, roughly 141,000 square feet would be for retail use, 5,000 square feet for office use, 

and 2,000 square feet for light industrial use. 

g Of the 59,000 square feet anticipated for the Commercial Service land use category, roughly 13,000 square foot would be for retail use, 6,000 square feet for office use, 

and 41,000 square feet for light-industrial use. 

h Because most of the land in the Industrial land use category is owned by the railroad, only 3,000 square feet of floor area is anticipated with all uses for the Industrial 

land use category.   

i Roughly 81,000 square feet of occupied commercial structures was estimated by County staff.  Larger unoccupied buildings (e.g. Purina Barn) were excluded from this 

calculation, as they skewed industrial square footage estimates. 
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FIGURE 3-B:  

San Miguel Land Use 

Categories 
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A: Residential Multi-Family [RMF] 

The Residential Multi Family [RMF] category allows for a broad range of housing types.  

Densities in RMF will typically range from 10 units per acre to 26 units per acre.  This can include 

apartments, condominiums, and small-lot detached housing.  Figure 3-D illustrates examples of 

various types of small-lot development that could occur in the Residential Multi-Family land use 

category.  

Within the San Miguel Urban Reserve Line are approximately 67 acres of land designated for 

multi-family residential development (RMF). In 2013, about one-half of this acreage was vacant; 

the balance is occupied by existing development. There are several locations where new multi-

family development will face a single-family neighborhood across the street or where the two 

will share a common property line. It is important that new RMF development should be visually 

and functionally compatible with the dominant pattern of single-family development in San 

Miguel, reflecting the neighborhood character, streetscape and scale. 

FIGURE 3-D:  Examples of Multi-Family Residential Development Types 

 

Please refer to Figure 3-E for the following discussion of RMF neighborhoods. 

(1) West side RMF Neighborhoods 

L Street Neighborhood.  West of Mission Street, the RMF-designated area is focused 

along L Street, between 9
th

 and 13
th

 Streets.  This area largely comprises existing lots 

that were part of the original Town of San Miguel map, recorded in 1889.  This area is 

expected to fill in with smaller multi-family projects of three to six units each.   
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(3) 10th and K Street Areas 

Near the 10
th

 Street off ramps from Highway 101, a CR area is designated largely for 

highway-oriented uses.   Existing businesses in this area include restaurants, a gas 

station and a motel.  Additional streetscape improvements are envisioned for this area. 

(4) Cemetery Road Area 

About five acres of land is designated CR at the southwest corner of Cemetery Road and 

10
th

 “treet.  This site is enǀisioned for ͞parking-lot dependent͟ coŵŵercial land uses 

that may not be feasible in the CBD.  Such land uses would generally have a floor area 

ratio of around 0.25 (see subsection E for a discussion on Floor Area Ratio).  Uses could 

include a grocery store, pharmacy, bank, and other businesses that would serve town 

residents and also attract people from the rural areas outside of San Miguel. This site 

has freeway visibility and could also accommodate highway-oriented uses, such as 

outdoor sales, automobile service uses, or commercial services uses with regional draw.   

B: Commercial Service (CS) 

The Commercial Service designation provides for uses such as offices, business and commerce 

parks, outdoor storage, light manufacturing, repair services, and similar uses.   

(1) Cemetery Road Area 

Approximately 10 acres of vacant land is available for CS development along the west 

side of Cemetery Road, south of 10
th

 Street.  This area is easily accessible from Highway 

ϭϬϭ.  A ͞caŵpus style͟ business park or commerce park development is envisioned for 

this site, with floor area ratios estimated at roughly 0.2.  Uses could include offices, 

public assembly facilities, retail sales (in support of other uses), electronics 

manufacturing, and/or lodging facilities (e.g. hotel, RV park, etc.) 

(2) Indian Valley Road Area 

The Indian Valley Road site is the home of a former landing strip.  This site is designated 

with two land use categories: RSF and CS (see Section 3-3.2).  For the CS portion of the 

site, it is envisioned that there should be flexibility to develop a range of acreages with 

most uses allowable in the CS land use category.  In the short-term, this area will not be 

provided with sewer service, which will limit development intensity.  Eventually, when 

services are extended east of the Salinas River, development could be intensified.  

The Indian Valley area is advantageous because its large acreage under a single 

ownership enables a wide range of land uses and flexibility in the design of 

development.  In contrast, other commercial areas in town generally have fractured 

ownership patterns and less flexibility.   
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use land more efficiently, maintain a compact urban form, and reduce the pressure for future 

expansion of development onto agricultural lands. 

FIGURE 3-H:  Floor Area Ratios 

 
FAR = Floor Area Ratio.  The FAR indicates the maximum intensity of development on a parcel.  The FAR 

is expressed as the ratio of building space to land area.  For the purposes of this illustration, building 

space is the enclosed gross leasable space.   

 

 

3-2.4: Other Land Uses 

A: Agriculture [AG] 

An area of about 110 acres between the railroad and the river north of the wastewater 

treatŵent plant is designated as Agriculture and is included ǁithin “an Miguel’s Urďan Reserǀe 
Line.  Its location and topography make it a convenient area for future growth.  The site has the 

flexibility to accommodate many potential uses, including uses that provide jobs and require a 

large area. This site has access constraints due to barriers created by the railroad and river.  

Extending N Street north through Union Pacific Railroad properties would create one access 

point.  However, a second access point across the railroad tracks to Mission Street would need 

to be developed for more intensified uses.  This area is intended to remain in agricultural use in 

the Agriculture land use category as a ͞holding zone͟ until access proďleŵs are resolǀed and the 
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appropriate amount and type of urban development and services are determined through a 

future amendment to this Plan. 

B: Open Space [OS] 

The OS land use category is for publicly-owned open space lands or lands where an open space 

easement has been recorded.  This category includes lands owned by the County within the 

flood plain of the Salinas River.  It also includes portions of the privately-owned open space 

parcel in the Mission Meadows subdivision located north of 16
th

 Street and east of N Street.   

C: Public Facilities [PF] 

The PF land use category is for existing or planned public facilities.  Within San Miguel, PF areas 

include the Lillian Larsen Elementary School, the library, and the Machado Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. 

D: Recreation [REC] 

The REC land use category is used for parks and recreational uses and cultural activities.  In San 

Miguel, the community park, Rios Caledonia Adobe, and mission grounds are all designated REC. 

Also in the REC category, the land between the mission and Highway 101 (see Figure 3-I) 

provides the visual foreground for motorists viewing the mission from the highway. As vacant 

land, it allows an unobstructed view of the mission. However, development in this location has 

the potential to enhance or detract froŵ the ŵission’s ǀisual setting. Guidelines in Chapter 9 are 

intended to ensure that future development on these parcels is compatible with the mission. 

FIGURE 3-I:  Mission Area 
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In contrast to “an Miguel’s residential areas, the coŵŵercial district has feǁ mature shade trees. 

Preserving and rehabilitating the historic buildings and improving the pedestrian environment with 

landscaping and other features will be important factors in the resurrection of a vigorous local 

economy. 

FIGURE 3-L:  Town Center Design Concept 

 

Improvements on the west 

side completed in 2011 
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3-3.2: Indian Valley Road Area 

The Indian Valley Road site consists of a 50-acre parcel that was formerly used as a landing strip.  

This site is proposed to carry a dual zone of Commercial Service (CS) and Residential Single Family 

(RSF).  Figure 3-M shows two conceptual land use layouts for development of a combination of 

commercial service, residential, and open space uses.  The conceptual level of development 

anticipated includes the following features: 

 Flexible land use.  At the applicant’s option, the full 5Ϭ-acre site could be developed with 

Commercial Service uses.  However, applying a dual zone of CS and RSF allows the CS area to 

be reduced to a minimum of about 13 acres, with single-family residential development and 

open space uses occupying the remainder of the site.   

 

 Commercial Service uses.  Most all uses associated with the CS zone would be allowable on 

the Indian Valley site.  Uses that are inappropriate for other areas in the community – such 

as outdoor storage yards, agricultural processing, automobile service, and manufacturing 

would be appropriate for this area.  This area is also seen as providing an opportunity for 

ďusinesses that ǁould include a high proportion of ͞head of household͟ eŵployŵent.   
 

 Residential development.  At the applicant’s option, up to 50 single family residences could 

be developed on the site.  Residential development would be focused along the western 

portion of the site, nearest the Salinas River.  Additionally, both active and passive open 

space uses could be included on this site.   

 

 Separation of uses.  If both residential and commercial uses are developed on the Indian 

Valley site, the two uses would need to be adequately separated and buffered.  This can be 

accomplished by providing separate access points, a landscaped buffer zone, and other 

physical separators such as a street rights-of-way.   

 

 Extension of services.  Any new development would need to address funding and financing 

for extending water and sewer services to the Indian Valley Road site.   
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FIGURE 3-M:  Indian Valley Design Concept 
 

CONCEPT ͞A͟ 

 
CONCEPT ͞B͟ 
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3-3.3: East End Residential 

The eastern end of 11
th

 Street is a transitional area between the higher density RMF developments 

to the north and the lower density RSF developments to the south.  The following concepts 

illustrated in Figure 3-N are envisioned for this area:  

 The overall density shall be that of the single family land use category (7.0 units per acre). 

 The Flood Hazard zone may be used as open space or as usable yard area for lots fronting on 

the river.   

 Design residential structures ǁest of ͞A͟ “treet to resemble single family dwellings, with a 

maximum of four units per building. 

 Preserve native trees  

 Use Low impact development techniques  

 Provide through-streets to connect to other neighborhoods 

FIGURE 3-N:  East End Residential Design Concept 
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3-3.4: N Street Area 

The N Street neighborhood (see Figure 3-E) presents an eǆcellent opportunity for ͞horizontal͟ ŵiǆed 
use.  The area has been designated as CS, but faces a large obstacle to full-scale development: 

fractured ownership.  Most parcels in this area are too small to support large-scale commercial 

development.  Additionally, N Street has a number of existing residences, making it important for 

new development to be sensitive to adjacent residential uses.  To address these challenges, the N 

Street Design Concept in Figure 3-O includes the following features: 

 Commercial Service area.  The CS area is located along the east side of N Street between 

13
th

 Street and 14
th

 Street/River Road.  Existing parcels in this area could be fully developed 

with CS uses, as long as those uses adhere to performance standards to ensure compatibility 

with nearby residences (e.g. noise, vibration, hours of operation, etc.).  To enhance the 

existing Commercial Service designation, each of these parcels could also be developed with 

a caretaker’s residence, as long as it is located on the rear half of the parcel.  Typically-

required limits on the size of caretaker’s units ǁould ďe reŵoǀed for this area.   
 

This approach allows a business owner to live on the same site as the business, with the goal 

of making the existing parcels along N Street more marketable.  Examples of businesses that 

would be appropriate for this area include the following: 

 

o Lodging – hotels, motels, bed and breakfasts, etc. 

o Offices 

o Outdoor retail sales – nurseries, building materials, etc. 

o Public assembly or religious facilities  

o Sports and recreation 

o Warehousing and storage (e.g. mini-storage warehouses) 

 

 Residential Multi-Family area.  The Residential multi-family area shown in Figure 3-O would 

have a maximum density of 15 units per acre.  A private road would provide access and 

helps separate the residences from the commercial development.  Adequate on-site parking 

would need to be provided for sites fronting the private road.  
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FIGURE 3-P:  Vested Subdivisions 

 
 

The County should work with interested subdividers of these vested subdivision maps to explore ways 

that the maps might be revised in order to accommodate a wide range of lot sizes and densities and a 

richer mix of housing types, accompanied by common open areas for enjoyment and recreation.  

1

2

3
4

5

6

7

8
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FIGURE 3-Q:  Community Expansion Areas 
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Policy 3-10: Consider community safety and site security in subdivision development and 

site design.   

B: Commercial Land Use Policies 

Policy 3-11: Encourage uses and activities that will bring visitors into San Miguel. 

 

Policy 3-12: Encourage a combination of commercial and residential uses (mixed-use 

development) along Mission Street. 

 

Policy 3-13: Provide sufficient land to allow for a variety of commercial and commercial 

services uses, including those that will serve employment and visitor needs. 

 

Policy 3-14: Enable ͞adaptive reuse͟ (i.e. converting an existing structure to a new use) of 

culturally or aesthetically significant structures. 

 

Policy 3-15: Within the town center area (Figure 3-L), encourage floor area ratios consistent 

with those found in small downtowns rather than suburban settings. 

C: Residential Land Use Policies 

Policy 3-16: Retain historical architectural styles throughout the old town.    

 

Policy 3-17: Retain and enable development of a variety of housing types, including attached 

dwelling units, detached small-lot development and mobile home parks. Single 

family residential infill development should be designed for compatibility with 

the existing pattern of development. New subdivisions should provide a setting 

that can comfortably accommodate a variety of housing sizes and designs for 

residents of all income levels. 

 

Policy 3-18: Improve residential areas that show signs of physical and economic decline.    

 

Policy 3-19: Encourage revisions to previously approved (but yet to be developed) 

subdivisions in order to accommodate a wide range of lot sizes, densities and 

housing types that are accompanied by common open areas for enjoyment and 

recreation.  

3-5.2: Implementation Programs 

Program 3-1: Streamlining and encouraging preferred development.  Identify and seek to 

eliminate barriers to accomplishing community-preferred development, and 

provide incentives for such development.  This can be done by using the 

Community Plan Environmental Impact Report to the maximum extent 

practicable ;called ͞tiering͟Ϳ, considering a Master Conditional Use Permit per 

Program 2-9, and reducing permit thresholds for less complicated projects.   
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Program 3-2: Parks and open space plan.  Develop a comprehensive parks and open space 

plan for the community.  This plan should address acquisition of parkland, as 

well as maintenance and phasing.   

 

Program 3-3: Aesthetic improvement program.  Develop a program to improve community 

aesthetics.  This program could include the following measures: 

 

a) Community beautification award.  Regularly recognize landowners who 

have substantially improved the appearance of their properties.   

 

b) Volunteer program.  Encourage the development of a volunteer 

program enabling community members and organizations to help 

elderly or disabled residents with property upkeep.   

 

c) Mission gateway area.  Working with affected businesses and 

landowners and the community, develop a plan to improve the 

appearance of the area along Mission Street between the mission and 

town center.  

 

d) Targeted code enforcement.  Develop a code enforcement program that 

targets specific violations that have become detrimental to the 

coŵŵunity’s appearance.   
 

Program 3-4: Town Center Plan update.  [To be completed as part of the Public Hearing Draft]  

Update the conceptual plan for the Town Center to reflect the approved 

development associated with Tract 2995.  While many of the public features 

identified in the Town Center Plan may be precluded by approved development, 

efforts should be made to work with Union Pacific Railroad to include public and 

quasi-public uses on railroad-owned land along the N Street corridor.  As part of 

this update, the following should be included: 

 

a) Funding and long-term maintenance – Long-term maintenance of public 

features in the downtown area should be addressed. A Business 

Improvement District (BID) or other assessment district should be 

responsible for on-going maintenance of landscaping, lighting, street 

furniture, and other amenities, as well as for other business district 

functions. A BID or other assessment district may also need to assist in 

funding improvements, and such improvements should be funded 

through sources that do not compete with funding for road 

maintenance and transportation capacity enhancement.  
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FIGURE 4-B:  Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 

 
 

4-1.3: Natural Resource Policies 

 

Policy 4-1: Provide adequate buffers between urban development and the following: 

sensitive biological habitat, agricultural land and stream banks. 

 

Policy 4-2: Maintain the Salinas River in a natural state. 

 

Policy 4-3: Preserve areas within the flood plain of the Salinas River in their natural state as 

open space.  Retain these lands in private ownership with an open space 

easement or acquire in fee essential properties for addition to the County parks 

system. 

 

Policy 4-4: Prevent water pollution, consistent with federal and state water policies and 

standards, including but not limited to the federal Clean Water Act, Safe 

Drinking Water Act, and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES). Incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) strategies into the design 

of new development to the greatest extent practicable. 
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Policy 4-5: Require that once a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the North County has 

been completed, new development be consistent with HCP procedures and 

mitigation requirements. 

 

Policy 4-6: Preserve oak trees and other native or historically significant trees. Design 

development to incorporate these trees to the maximum extent feasible, giving 

highest priority to avoiding impacts to the trees. 

 

Policy 4-7: Encourage the use of native, drought tolerant plants in landscaping for new 

development, including private and public projects. 

 

Policy 4-8: Maintain a sustainable water supply by: 

 

a) Encouraging water conservation programs; 

b) Maximizing groundwater replenishment by increasing the infiltration of 

runoff in public and private spaces; 

c) Considering the use of recycled water for landscaping of parks, 

streetscapes, and open space areas in new developments; 

d) Seeking supplemental water;  

e) Obtaining necessary permits to allow extraction of Salinas River 

underflow as a source for the municipal water system.   

 

4-1.4: Natural Resource Implementing Programs 

 

Program 4-1: Acquire open space in the Salinas floodplain.  Establish a program to acquire in 

fee essential properties within the flood plain of the Salinas River for addition to 

the County parks system. 

 

Program 4-2: North County Habitat Conservation Plan.  Complete a Habitat Conservation 

Plan (HCP) focusing on the San Joaquin kit fox and other special status species in 

the North County area.  Oďtain a Federal ͞Incidental Take͟ perŵit for the 
community.  Consider locating an interpretive kiosk or informational display in 

San Miguel to provide educational information about the San Joaquin kit fox and 

other natural resources in San Miguel and vicinity as part of the outreach and 

education component of the HCP.   

 

Program 4-3: Water Conservation Program.  The County and San Miguel Community Services 

District should collaborate to develop a comprehensive water conservation 

program for the community.  The water conservation program should consider 

the following: 
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FIGURE 4-C:  Potential Historic Sites in San Miguel 
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There are numerous benefits to energy conservation.  Residential energy costs can be lowered by using 

energy-efficient building materials and appliances, passive solar design, weatherizing structures, 

retrofitting utility systems (e.g. water, electric, gas), and installing individual photovoltaic systems.  

Commercial facilities will have lower operating costs by saving energy through more efficient 

construction and operation. Fuel consumption can be reduced by using alternative transportation or 

living and working in town. The Community Plan encourages using renewable energy, implementing 

͞green ďuilding͟ techniƋues, taking advantage of the sun, and maintaining San Miguel as a walkable 

community. This can be achieved through land use and transportation measures that are discussed in 

Chapters 3 and 5, respectively; this section identifies other techniques that can be implemented that will 

contribute to the reduction in energy consumption. 

 Photovoltaic (PV) panels can augment the energy supply. Larger systems can be placed 

on commercial roof tops or built to a scale capable of serving the entire community. 

 Energy-efficient building materials and techniques that reduce a ďuilding’s oǀerall 
energy consumption by keeping buildings warmer in the winter and cooler in the 

summer (using building  materials with a high content of recycled material is also 

beneficial to the environment). 

 Building site design that takes advantage of solar orientation and that uses: natural 

daylight, passive water heating systems, reduced pavement, and proper placement of 

deciduous and evergreen trees. 

 Planting additional trees in public places throughout the community 

 Water conservation techniques, as discussed in Section 4-1.2, also help conserve energy. 

  

4-3.1: Energy Conservation Policies 

 

Policy 4-11: Encourage energy-efficient retrofit of existing structures throughout the 

community.   

 

Policy 4-12: Work with commercial property owners and small business owners to reduce 

energy usage and improve the energy efficiency of their buildings.   

 

Policy 4-13: Conserve water indoors and in landscaping, and use water recycling.   

 

Policy 4-14: Iŵpleŵent ͞green ďuilding͟ techniƋues and sustainaďle design throughout San 

Miguel. 

 

Policy 4-15: Encourage building and site designs that take advantage of solar exposure and 

energy, particularly with larger development projects. 
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Policy 4-16: Encourage the use of landscape features that aid in regulating the temperature 

of buildings and that in parking lots reduce ͞solar gain͟ in suŵŵer and alloǁ 
͞solar gain͟ in ǁinter. 
 

Policy 4-17: Support the use of renewable, locally-sourced and environmentally superior 

building materials and products. 

 

Policy 4-18: Encourage site design and circulation patterns that enable reducing vehicle 

trips. 

 

4-3.2: Energy Conservation Implementing Programs 

 

Program 4-1: Implement the EnergyWise Plan in San Miguel.  Include the community of San 

Miguel in the iŵpleŵentation of the County’s Energyǁise Plan.  Focus on the 

following types of programs: 

 

a) Energy conservation 

b) Low-income weatherization 

c) Energy efficiency financing 

d) Workforce training 

e) Community forestry 

f) Commercial and small-scale renewable energy development 

 

Program 4-2: Street Trees and Shade. Establish a community tree planting program to plant 

and maintain street and other trees throughout San Miguel, and seek grants to 

fund such a program. 

 

Work with the County Public Works Department, County Parks, the San Miguel 

Advisory Council, local community groups, and other organizations to establish a 

program, obtain low-cost trees and expertise, and plant and maintain trees.  

 

Tree species should be selected from the San Miguel Master Tree List (see 

Appendix B).  The design, placement and types of street and other trees should 

be in accordance with a master tree plan that creates a unifying theme for the 

community.  Special design concepts could be developed for distinct areas, such 

as: 

 

 Community gateways 

 Mission Street and the Central Business District 

 Neighborhoods 

 Parks and other public spaces 
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Mission Street, originally an alignŵent of Highǁay ϭϬϭ, is “an Miguel’s ŵain street.  Mission “treet 
serves as a business route for US 101.  Access to Highway 101 is provided on Mission Street both at 

the north and south ends of town.  This road links the mission and adoďe ǁith “an Miguel’s Central 

Business District, centered between 11
th

 and 14
th

 Streets.  The County has been pursuing street 

improvements – including curb, gutter, sidewalk, landscaping, lighting, and diagonal parking.  

Eventually, these improvements will be extended from the Central Business District to the mission in 

order to welcome tourists to the business district and to complete an important circulation link.   

The County Public Works Department estimates that by 2035, a traffic signal with railroad pre-

emption will need to be installed at the intersection of River Road and Mission Street.  Railroad pre-

emption would cause the traffic signal to go to red for all directions when a train is near.  This is 

necessary to avoid instances where vehicles would be backed up over the tracks.  This improvement 

is budgeted as part of the San Miguel Road Impact Fee program.   

River Road, which also acts as an extension of 14
th

 Street, connects the main part of San Miguel to 

the San Lawrence Terrace neighborhood, Indian Valley Road, and other areas east of the Salinas 

River, providing the only Salinas River crossing between Paso Robles and Camp Roberts.  River Road 

is a two-lane urban collector west of the Salinas River.  East of the Salinas River, the road has been 

constructed to rural standards.  Other than 11
th

 Street, River Road offers the only other vehicular 

railroad crossing in San Miguel.  The River Road crossing provides highway access for outlying horse 

ranches, vineyards, and wineries.  As a result, truck traffic is common along this route.   

By 2035, River Road between the Salinas River crossing and Magdalena Drive will need to be 

widened to urban collector standards with a bike lane (34-foot width).  This improvement is 

budgeted as part of the San Miguel Road Impact Fee program.   

10
th

 Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that provides a connection between Mission Street (and 

the toǁn’s ŵain ďusiness district) and Highway 101.  Highway 101 has off-ramps in both directions 

at 10
th

 Street, as well as a northbound on-ramp.  The southbound on-ramp is accessed by using 

Cemetery Road.  10
th

 Street is envisioned as a commercial linkage between the highway-oriented 

businesses at 10
th

 and K Streets and the Central Business District.   

Cross Canyons Road/Indian Valley Road is a collector from River Road to the northerly Urban 

Reserve Line. 

5-1.3: Local Streets 

Local streets provide access to individual lots and form the internal neighborhood circulation 

system. The layout and connectivity of local roads are designed to feel open while providing safety 

and accessibility for the pedestrian and motorist. Local public streets typically have 10-foot travel 

lanes in each direction and accommodate on-street parking on each side (see Figure 5-E). 
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Figure 5-A 

Collector Roads 

Mission Street 

River Road 

10
th

 Street 

Cross Canyons Road 

Indian Valley Road 

 

All roads within the 

Urban Reserve Line 

not specifically 

identified on this map 

are designated as 

͞local͟ 

San Miguel Study Area 

Circulation Plan 
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* Mission Street 

between 11
th

 and 14
th

 

Street will become a 

Class III bicycle route 

as diagonal parking 

improvements are 

completed.   

Figure 5-B 
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FIGURE 5-C:  Mission Street 

 
MISSION STREET 

11
TH

 STREET TO 14
TH

 STREET, NORTHBOUND 
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FIGURE 5-D:  Other Collector Streets 
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FIGURE 5-E:  Local Streets 
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FIGURE 6-A: Community Facilities 
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Policy 6-15: Upgrade and revitalize community facilities to serve the local population in a 

timely manner relative to the phasing for residential development.   

 

Policy 6-16: Support development of health care facilities and the provision of safe, 

affordable, and quality elder care and child care facilities and services for 

families who reside and work in San Miguel.   

 

Policy 6-17: Where feasible, locate community facilities on sites shared with other public 

facilities such as a school.   

6-6.2: Community Facilities Programs 

 

Program 6-7: Support funding for youth programs.  Support funding for developing and 

enhancing youth services programs and supporting facilities.   

 

Program 6-8: Incentives for cultural facilities.  Provide incentives to developers who provide 

cultural facilities, public spaces, and other amenities that enhance the 

coŵŵunity’s rich cultural identity.  Such facilities could include: 

 Gathering places – e.g. plaza, amphitheater, etc. 

 Interpretive exhibits or museums – historic, cultural, environmental 

 Space for public events – e.g. farmers market 

 A visitor information kiosk 
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7-4.3: Telecommunications 

Verizon is the primary service provider for land-line telecommunications services in San Miguel.  

Certain other telecommunications services are available through the cable system or through 

wireless carriers.   

7-4.4: Cable Television 

Charter Cable operates the cable system in the community of San Miguel.  Services available over 

cable include television, broadband internet, and telephone.  

 

7-4.5: Utilities Policies 

 

Policy 7-10: Coordinate with utility companies to provide the community with a full array of 

reliable utility services.   

 

Policy 7-11: Encourage the use of renewable energy sources, such as individual solar 

systems, in new development projects and remodels of existing structures.   

 

7-4.6: Utilities Implementing Programs 

 

Program 7-7: Energy costs.  Identify opportunities to reduce energy costs in the community.   

 

Program 7-8: Undergrounding.  Coordinate with utility companies to underground existing 

major utility lines.   

 

Program 7-9: Solar energy.  Work with the community and PG&E to pursue a communitywide 

solar energy system 
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EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 1.1] 

 

b. Prescriptive Site Plan process – criteria for approval.  The Planning Director may 

approve a Site Plan Review application, per Section 22.62.040, only when all of the 

following criteria have been met: 

 

i. A referral has been provided to the San Miguel Advisory Council, and the 

Council has had a minimum of 14 days prior to their next regularly scheduled 

meeting to review and provide comments on the project.  

  

ii. Standards. The Site Plan application, in addition to the requirements of Section 

22.62.040, addresses the applicable standards of this Chapter.  

 

iii. Design Guidelines. Residential multi-family projects are subject to Section 9-

6.3.b.ii. Commercial and industrial projects shall comply with a minimum of five 

of the design guidelines found in Section 9-6.2.d. 

 

c. Noise barriers.  If noise barriers are proposed in the Central Business District between 

10th and 15th Streets, they should maintain a high-quality appearance and common 

design.  EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070A.7]  

 

d. Projects Along the Railroad   

 

i. Environmental site assessment.  A Phase II environmental site assessment is 

required for all projects within 135 feet of the railroad.  EXISTING STANDARD 

[22.104.070A.3] 

 

ii. Railroad barrier.  Fencing or a barrier is required at the railroad property line in 

order to deter trespass.. 

1. Fencing/barrier must allow passage of San Joaquin kit fox 

2. Must conform with the County-approved ͞ďarrier design.͟  

 

EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070A.4] 

 

e. Limitation on use.  Concrete, gypsum, and plaster product uses shall not be established 

within the San Miguel Urban Reserve Line.  EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070C.1] 

 

f. Street Trees. Street trees are required with all new development at a ratio of one tree 

for each 30 feet of street frontage. Trees shall be selected from the San Miguel Master 

Tree List, Appendix C of the San Miguel Community Plan.   EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 

2.4.h; 3.3.h; 5.1.f; 6.1.b]    
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9-6.2: Commercial, Industrial, Recreation, and Mixed Use  

 

a. Parking requirements.   

 

i. New commercial development – Mission Street between 11
th

 and 14
th

 Streets.  

New commercial development shall provide parking at a ratio of 1 space per 

1,000 gross square feet of commercial building space.  EXISTING STANDARD 

[SMDP 2.1.g; 2.2.d] 

 

ii. Waiver of parking requirements – West side of Mission between 11
th

 and 16
th

 

Streets. Uses in existing commercial buildings on the west side of Mission Street 

between 11
th

 and 16
th

 Streets are exempt from parking requirements.  EXISTING 

STANDARD [22.104.070B.2] 

 

iii. Reduction of required parking – Mission Street north of 14
th

 Street and south 

of 11
th

 Street.  On-site parking required by the Land Use Ordinance may be 

reduced by the number of on-street parking spaces fronting the property.  

EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP3.1.b] 

 

iv. Residential uses (in commercial areas).  Regardless of the parking reductions 

allowed for commercial uses, off-street parking shall be provided for all 

residential uses based on Land Use Ordinance requirements.   

 

b. Mission Street - commercial and mixed use development standards.  The following 

standards apply to all commercial and mixed use development proposed in the 

Commerical Retail land use category along Mission Street.   

 

i. Setbacks – west side of Mission Street between 11
th

 and 14
th

 Streets. Except as 

provided by subsection iii, buildings shall be located at the front property line 

and extend completely to the side property lines.  EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 

2.1.a] 

 

ii. Setbacks – east side of Mission Street between 11
th

 and 14
th

 Streets. Except as 

provided by subsection iii, the front setback is six (6) feet and the buildings shall 

extend completely to the side property lines. The rear setback is five (5) feet. 

EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 2.2.a,b] 

 

iii. Exceptions to front and side setback requirements.  Front and side setbacks 

may be larger than otherwise required by subsections i and ii as follows: 

 

1. Side setbacks may be greater than zero feet to provide pedestrian 

access from a parking lot located at the rear of the lot.   

2. A front setback may be greater than zero feet if the additional setback is 

usable by the public as an extension of the sidewalk or by customers as 

an outdoor dining area. 
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3. The second floor may be setback from the Mission Street lot line to 

provide a porch or a balcony.   

 

EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 2.1.a] 

 

iv. Height limit.  Maximum height is two stories, except that three stories are 

allowable when the fire agency has approved a fire safety clearance letter 

affirming its ability to provide fire suppression services.  Regardless of the 

number of stories, no structure shall exceed the height limits (as measured in 

feet) established in LUO Section 22.10.090.C. EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 2.3.a; 

3.2.a] 

 

v. No driveways to Mission Street.  Sites with access to a rear alley or a side street 

shall not be allowed driveway access from Mission Street, in order to preserve 

on-street parking.  EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 2.1.b] 

 

vi. Prohibited building materials.  Exposed concrete block, highly reflective 

surfaces, reflective glass, glass block, metal siding, painted brick, plastic, and 

unpainted/un-anodized aluminum are prohibited building materials.  EXISTING 

STANDARD [SMDP 2.4.e; 3.3.e] 

 

vii. Pole signs prohibited.  Pole signs are not allowed.  EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 

2.4.g; 3.3.g] 

 

viii. Trees planting required.   

 

1. Tree planting is required for all new commercial developments involving 

a Minor Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit.   

EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070B.1] 

 

2. Trees within commercial landscapes shall be selected from the San 

Miguel Master Tree List, Appendix B of the San Miguel Community Plan.   

 

c. N Street (see Figure 3-O) – Commercial Service 

 

i. Limitation on use.  The following uses are prohibited: agricultural processing; 

horse ranches; recycling – scrap and dismantling; and, truck stops. 

 

ii. Development standards. 

 

1. Residential Compatibility.  All commercial development shall 

incorporate measures to assure compatibility with nearby residences 

(including on-site caretaker units), with regard to impacts associated 

with, but not limited to, noise, vibration, odor, light, glare, hazardous 

materials, truck traffic, exhaust, unsightliness, or hours of operation. 

Land use permit applications shall include a description of activities that 
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may be incompatible with residential neighbors and measures to avoid 

or mitigate those incompatibilities. This may require the applicant to 

submit special studies, such as a noise study, to address the issue(s). 

 

2. Architecture.  Building massing and architectural style shall be 

compatible with adjacent residential development in appearance when 

viewed from N Street.   

 

3. Outdoor storage location.  Outdoor storage is limited to the interior or 

rear portion of the siteand it shall be screened from off-site views. 

 

4. Residential Caretaker units.   

a. Caretaker units are not subject to the size limitation found in 

Section 22.30.430.F. 

b. If access easements can be obtained, access to the caretaker 

unit shall be from a private road as shown in Figure 3-O – N 

Street Concept Plan. 

c. Adequate on-site parking shall be provided. 

d. Usable outdoor space shall be provided. 

 

EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070C.2] 

 

 

d. Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines (Not Mandatory) 

 

i. Rear setback – west side of Mission Street between 11
th

 and 14
th

 Streets.  The 

rear setback should be large enough to allow efficient use of the site for parking 

and circulation in conjunction with the parking and circulation layout on 

adjoining parcels.  EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.1.e] 

 

ii. Parking layout – west side of Mission Street between 11
th

 and 14
th

 Streets.  

Parking spaces and parking circulation aisles should allow for vehicular 

circulation between parcels.  EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.1.c] 

 

iii. Parking layout – east side of Mission Street.  Site design should anticipate 

future site area (e.g. Union Pacific lands) for parking.  EXISTING GUIDELINE 

[SMDP 2.2.e] 

 

iv. Parking located at the rear – Mission Street north of 14
th

 Street and south of 

11
th

 Street.  On-site parking should be located at the rear of the parcel.  Parking 

may be located at the side only where there is a solid wall along the street-

fronting property line to maintain façade continuity.  EXISTING GUIDELINE 

[SMDP 3.1.c] 

 

Attachment 1 - Public Review Draft (June 2013)

142 of 199



Page | 9-8 

 

v. Height and proportion.  Along Mission “treet, a ďuilding’s height should ďe no 
greater than the ďuilding’s ǁidth.  EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.3.b; 3.2.b; 

4.1.b] 

 

vi. Roofs.  Along Mission Street, roofs should be consistent with surrounding 

commercial buildings: shallow-pitch gable with parapet wall facing the street. 

EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.3.c; 3.2.c]   

 

vii. Pedestrian-scale details.  Building design should include: 

1. Façade articulation: cornices, moldings, overhangs, awnings 

2. Plenty of windows and door glazing to display merchandise 

3. Recessed building entries 

 

EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.4.a, b, c; 3.3.a, b, c; 4.2.a, b, c] 

viii. Preferred building materials.  Materials that evoke the design themes of the 

mission or early railroad era are encouraged.  These include natural finish or 

painted wood, stucco, unpainted brick, wood window frames and moldings, and 

mission tile roofs.  EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.4.d; 3.3.d; 4.2.d] 

 

ix. Signage.  Signs should be consistent with the mission, early railroad, or pre-

1950s design themes.  Signs should not be made of plastic.  They should not be 

internally lighted (neon tubing is okay).  Signs should be directly illuminated 

with building-mounted light fixtures.  Signage perpendicular to building facades 

is encouraged.  EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.4.f; 3.3.f; 4.2.f] 

 

x. Building lighting.  Exterior light fixtures should be designed to direct light away 

from roads, streets, or dwelling units. EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 2.4.i; 3.3.i; 

4.2.k]   

 

e. Industrial development – The following requirements apply only in the Industrial land 

use category: 

 

i. Building height.  Maximum height is 35 feet for projects located south of 14
th

 

Street or north of 11
th

 Street.   EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 4.1.a] 

 

ii. Pole signs prohibited.  Pole signs are not allowed. EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 

4.2.g] 

 

iii. Curbs, gutters, sidewalks.   

 

1. Required for all development in the Industrial land use category. 

EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 4.2.h]   
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1. Development with usable common open areas. Development shall 

meet the provisions specified in Subsections B.e.(1), B.e.(2), and B.e.(3) 

of Land Use Ordinance Section 22.22.145 (Planned Development).  The 

minimum open area required by Section 22.10.130.B.2 shall include 

usable common open areas. In addition, each unit shall include a usable 

private open area containing a minimum of 175 square having minimum 

dimensions of 10 feet. Upper story units with no ground floor shall have 

a minimum of 60 square feet of usable private outdoor area having a 

minimum dimension of six feet. 

 

2. Development with usable private yards. This standard applies to multi-

family projects (such as duplexes, row houses, or detached units) that 

propose individual private yards rather than usable common open 

areas. A usable common open area is not required, provided that the 

minimum open area of Section 22.10.130.B.2 is met, and a minimum of 

750 square feet of usable private yards, with a minimum dimension of 

15 feet, is provided for each unit. 

 

EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 5.1.c and 5.1.d] 

 

ii. Building height.  Buildings with dwelling units that have entries not located on 

the ground floor are limited to two stories in height. Buildings that are designed 

to resemble single family dwellings, town houses, row houses or similar 

structures ǁhere each unit’s entry is on the ground floor, are subject to the 

height limits of Section 22.10.090.  EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 5.2.d] 

 

iii. Compliance with Residential Multi-Family Design Guidelines. Residential multi-

family project shall meet a minimum of five of the following guidelines.  

 

1. Units per building.  Buildings should be limited to no more than six 

dwellings.  EXISTING STANDARD [SMDP 5.1.a]  

 

2. Massing. Avoid the appearance of a large, continuous, unbroken 

building facade and instead break up massing to make the building look 

like several smaller buildings.  

 

3. Front setback should not be used for parking.  The space between the 

building and the front property line where there is street frontage, 

should not be used for parking.  Parking should be in the interior of the 

site or on the sides where they can be screened by landscaping.  

EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 5.1.b] 

 

4. Entries.  Each unit of a multi-family development should have its own 

separate main entry from the outdoors.  Any building having frontage 

on a public street should have at least one-half of its entries face the 

street.  EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 5.2.a] 
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Alternatively, multi-family residential structures that are constructed to 

mimic the design, scale, siting, and form of a single-family residence 

may propose a single consolidated entry point for all units.  Any 

consolidated entry point should face the street.   

 

5. Footprints.  Building footprints should resemble a series of partially 

overlapping rectangles as opposed to a single rectangle.  EXISTING 

GUIDELINE [SMDP 5.2.b] 

   

6. Details.  Buildings should include details associated with single-family 

residences, for example, porches, bay windows, chimneys, trellises, 

built-in planters, integrated low walls, etc.   EXISTING GUIDELINE [SMDP 

5.2.c] 

 

7. Building Variations. Where two buildings are adjacent to one another 

with the same orientation, different design features should be used to 

differentiate between the buildings. In instances where there is a row of 

more than two buildings, a maximum of two adjacent units may have 

identical wall and roof lines. 

 

8. Elevations. All sides of multi-family residential developments and 

garages should be detailed and articulated with relief elements and 

changes in plane. 

 

9. Parking layout. No more than six parking spaces or carport stalls should 

be grouped together, and landscaping should be installed between each 

group of parking spaces.  Any carport structures should be 

architecturally compatible with adjacent residential structures and 

should be integrated with patio or building walls whenever possible. 

 

10. Landscape details. Multi-family units should have landscape features 

commonly associated with single-family homes, such as flowering 

plants, fenced yards, private parking areas, planter boxes, stone or 

stepping stone pathways, etc. 

 

iv. Development east of the railroad tracks.  The following standards apply to 

development in the RMF land use category east of the railroad tracks as shown 

as Area A in the following figure:   

 

1. Link cul-de-sacs and dead end streets. 

2. Incorporate traffic calming features into the design of new streets to 

reduce vehicle speed.   

3. Include easements for bikeways and pedestrian walkways.   

4. Provide sidewalks, landscaping, and on-street parking. 

5. Include adequate lighting for sidewalks and crosswalks.   

6. Provide secure on-site bicycle parking.   

7. Provide easements or land dedications for trails, consistent with the 

Parks and Recreation Element, for development near the Salinas River.  
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ii. Commercial Service limitation on use.  All uses allowed in the Commercial 

Service land use category may be established on the CS-designated portion of 

the site except the following: 

 

Apparel products 

Farm equipment supplies and sales 

Fuel dealers 

Laundries and dry cleaning plants 

Outdoor storage yards 

Retail uses greater than 9,999 square feet, except where the Review Authority 

finds the CR portion of the site cannot accommodate the proposed use 

Sales lots 

Swap meets 

Truck stops 

 

iii. Conditional Use Permit required.  A conditional use permit is required.  It shall 

include: 

 

1. Site planning shall locate buildings situated around plazas or courtyards 

that are designed to attract pedestrian movement and sitting, with 

vehicle circulation, storage and utilities located elsewhere on the 

perimeter. Landscaped sidewalks shall be utilized that are separated 

from vehicle circulation and loading. Parking lots shall be limited in size 

by separating them into sub-areas divided by landscaping or structures. 

2. Reduction of visual and noise impacts by buffering uses from Highway 

101.   

3. Buffering commercial uses from adjacent residential and agricultural 

uses. 

4. On-site circulation that minimizes and separates truck and RV traffic 

from other vehicular traffic. 

5. A traffic study that demonstrates the proposed project will not generate 

traffic to where the level of service (LOS) for the Highway 101/10
th

 

Street interchange would exceed LOS D for the year 2035 with the 

projected level of development under the San Miguel Community Plan. 

 

EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070B.3]  

 

b. Union Pacific Lands – Industrial and Recreation 

 

i. Industrial limitation on use.  Land uses within the Industrial category shall be 

limited to: offices; accessory storage; storage yards; vehicle and freight 

terminals; and warehousing.  EXISTING STANDARD [22.104.070D]  

  

ii. Recreation limitation on use.  Land uses within the Recreation category shall be 

limited to: Equipment rental – non-motorized; indoor amusement and 

recreation facilities; museums; outdoor retail sales; public parks and 

playgrounds; recycling – collection stations; temporary events; and vehicle 

storage (parking lots or structures). 
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APPENDIX A 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE EXHIBITS 

Complete Communities Survey 

 

 

The Complete Communities Survey is one of several projects funded through a Sustainable 

Communities planning grant to the County.  The project seeks to Identify what 

infrastructure and public facilities will be needed in the future in San Miguel, Templeton, 

Oceano, and Nipomo; how much they will cost; and how to fund them. Examples of 

infrastructure and public facilities are water, sewer and drainage systems; roads; sidewalks; 

trails; parks; and public buildings. This study will help the County and the community 

services districts plan for improvements to the communities.  When finished, the Complete 

Communities Survey will include the following components: 

 Research Summary 

 Facilities Inventory 

 Funding and Financing Plan 

 Community Profile 
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COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

COMPLETE COMMUNITES SURVEY (FUTURE) -  INFRASTRUCTURE COMMUNITY OF SAN MIGUEL

WATER DISTRIBUTION
FIGURE -2
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COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

COMPLETE COMMUNITES SURVEY (FUTURE) -  INFRASTRUCTURE COMMUNITY OF SAN MIGUEL

WASTEWATER COLLECTION
FIGURE -4
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NEW OUTFALLCONSTRUCTED

Proposed Curbs and Gutters

Areas Exempt from Curb and Gutter 

Requirements Per San Miguel Design Plan

Figure 2-5A Proposed Underground Storm Drain System

Figure 2-5B Proposed Curbs and Gutters

Source: San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 2003, 

 San Miguel Drainage and Flood Control Study.
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Appendix B 

San Miguel Master Tree List with Tree Characteristics 

 

The following table lists the characteristics of tree species that passed screening through both the first and second sets of criteria. 

  

Table III: Tree Characteristics 

 

TERTIARY CRITERIA 

Height/ 

Breadth 

Branch 

Strength Life Span 
Shade 

Capacity1 Shade Tree2 

Disease 

Prone Fall Color Evergreen Shape Texture Ornamental 

Spring 

Flowering 

Allergen/ 

Irritant 

PG & E 

Approved 

SPECIES               

Acacia baileyana/ Bailey Acacia to 30´x 40´ Weak Short M         Broad         

Acer macrophyllum/ Bigleaf Maple to 75´x 50´ Medium Long D        Oval       

Acer negundo v. californicum/ California box Elder to 60´x 60´+ Weak Long D        Oval       

Angophora costata/ Gum Myrtle to 50´ Medium Long MD     Cone      

Arbutus menziesii/ Madone to 100´x 80´ Strong Long MD     Round        

Arbutus unedo/Strawberry Tree to 35´x 35´ Strong Long D     Round        

Brachychiton acerifolius/ Illawarra Flame Tree to 60´x 30´ Weak Long D 
     

Cone    
  

10 yrs   
 

Calocedrus decurrens /Incense Cedar to 90´x 15´ Medium Long VD    Pyramid        

Cedrus deodara/ Deodar Cedar to 80´x 40´ Medium Long MD     Pyramid        

Cercis canadensis/ Eastern Redbud to 35´x 35´ Medium Long LM   Round          

Cercis occidentalis/ Western Redbud to 18´x 18´ Medium Long M        Round         

Chamaecyparis lawsoniana/ Lawson Cypress to 60´x 18´ Strong Long D    Pyramid        

Eucalyptus cinerea/ Silver Dollar Tree to 55´x 45´ Unknown Long LM    Round       

Eucalyptus nicholii/  Willow Peppermint to 48´x 36´ Medium Long MD     Oval-Hrzt      

Eucalyptus polyanthemos/ Silver Dollar Gum to 75´x 45´ Medium Long M     Oval-Vrt       

Eucalyptus torquata/  Coral Gum to 36´x 30´ Medium Long M     Oval/Open        

Fraxinus Americana/ White Ash to 80´x 50´ 
Medium-

Strong Long LM   Oval       

Fraxinus angustifolia (oxycarpa)/ Raywood Ash to 35´x 25´ Medium Long M        Oval-Hrzt       

Heteromeles arbutifolia/ Toyon to 25´x 20´ Medium Long D     Vase      

Jacaranda mimosifolia/ Jacaranda to 50´x 50´ Weak Long MD    Oval-Hrzt        

Koelreuteria bipinnata/ Chinese Flame Tree to 40´x 40´ Medium Medium—Long M        Round    
Late 

Summer 

Koelreuteria paniculata/ Golden Raintree to 35´x 40´ Medium Medium—Long LM       Round    
Mid 

Summer   

Lagerstroemia indica/ Crape Myrtle to 25´x 25´ Medium Medium—Long M        Round    Summer   

Laurus nobilis/ Sweet Bay to 40´x 40´ Medium Medium—Long VD3       Oval-Hrzt    

Malus ‘Prairifire’/ Flowering Crabapple to 20´x 15´ Unknown Long Not Rated     Oval-Hrzt        

Pinus attenuata/ Knobcone Pine to 80´x25´ Medium Medium—Long D      Oval-Vrt      

Pinus coulteri/ Coulter Pine to 80´x 40´ Medium Long M       Cone-Vrt      

Pinus monophylla/ Single-leaf  Pinion to 25´x 15´ Medium Long M       Round        

Pinus monticola/ Western White Pine to 60´x 20´ Medium Long M      Cone       
Source: Shandon Area Master Tree Plan – T. Pullen, 2007            

                                                            
1 Rated by the Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute as low, moderate, or densely leaved. 
2 Must be rated moderate (M) to densely (D) leaved and have a spread at least half of height to be considered a shade tree. 
3 If allowed to grow into a tree 
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Table III: Tree Characteristics 

 
 

                                          TERTIARY CRITERIA 

Height/ 

Breadth  

Branch 

Strength  Life Span  

Shade 

Capacity 4 Shade Tree5  

Disease 

Prone  Fall Color     Evergreen  Shape  Texture  Ornamental  

Spring 

Flowering  

Allergen/ 

Irritant  

PG & E 

Approved 

SPECIES               

Pinus ponderosa/  Ponderosa Pine to 100´x 30´ Strong Long M      Cone      

Pinus sabiniana/ Gray Pine to 80´x 50´ Weak-Medium Medium—Long LM      Cone      

Pistacia chinensis/ Chinese Pistache to 60´x 40´ Strong Long M        Oval-Vrt       

Platanus acerifolia / London Plane Tree to 80´x 40´ Strong Long LM-D   Oval      

Platanus racemosa/ California Sycamore to 80´x 50´ Medium Long M-D     Spread      

Populus fremontii/ Cottonwood to 60´x 30´ Weak Medium—Long M        Round      

Prunus lyonii/ Catalina Cherry to 45´x 30´ Medium Long D         Varied     

Prunus ‘Okame’/ Flowering Cherry to 25´x 20´ Strong Long6 MD        Oval-Vrt        

Pseudotsuga menziesii/ Douglas Fir to 160´x 30´ Strong Long M    Pyramid      

Pyrus calleryana ‘redspire’/ Redspire Ornamental  Pear to 35´x 20´ Medium Long MD        Oval-Vrt       

Quercus agrifolia/ Coast Live Oak to 70´x 70´+ Strong Long MD       Umbrella      

Quercus chrysolepis/ Canyon Live Oak to 60´x 60´ Strong Long MD       Round      

Quercus douglasii/ Blue Oak to 50´x 70´ Strong Long M      Round      

Quercus kelloggii/ California Black Oak to 80´x 80´ Strong Long MD      Round      

Quercus lobata/ Valley Oak to 70´x 70´ 
Medium-

Strong Long M      Oval-Hrzt      

Quercus wislizenii/ Interior Live Oak to 75´x 75´+ Strong Long D       Round      

Sequoia sempervirens/ Coast Redwood to 90´x 30´ Strong Long D      7 Cone      

Sophora japonica/ Japanese Pagoda Tree to 70´x 70´ Medium Medium—Long MD      Round     

Thuja plicata/ Western Red Cedar to 100´x 60´ Medium Long D       Cone     

Umbellularia californica/ California Bay Laurel to 25´x 25´ Strong Long D       Round      
Source: Shandon Area Master Tree Plan – T. Pullen, 2007             

                                                            
4 Rated by the Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute as low, moderate, or densely leaved. 
5 Must be rated moderate (M) to densely (D) leaved and have a spread at least half of height to be considered a shade tree. 
6 This according to numerous nurseries (The Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute does not report a rated longevity for this tree). 
7 Many sources disagree with evergreen status 
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Appendix B 

San Miguel Master Tree List with Tree Characteristics 

 

The following table lists the characteristics of tree species that passed screening through both the first and second sets of criteria. 

  

Table III: Tree Characteristics 

 

TERTIARY CRITERIA 

Height/ 

Breadth 

Branch 

Strength Life Span 
Shade 

Capacity1 Shade Tree2 

Disease 

Prone Fall Color Evergreen Shape Texture Ornamental 

Spring 

Flowering 

Allergen/ 

Irritant 

PG & E 

Approved 

SPECIES               

Acacia baileyana/ Bailey Acacia to 30´x 40´ Weak Short M         Broad         

Acer macrophyllum/ Bigleaf Maple to 75´x 50´ Medium Long D        Oval       

Acer negundo v. californicum/ California box Elder to 60´x 60´+ Weak Long D        Oval       

Angophora costata/ Gum Myrtle to 50´ Medium Long MD     Cone      

Arbutus menziesii/ Madone to 100´x 80´ Strong Long MD     Round        

Arbutus unedo/Strawberry Tree to 35´x 35´ Strong Long D     Round        

Brachychiton acerifolius/ Illawarra Flame Tree to 60´x 30´ Weak Long D 
     

Cone    
  

10 yrs   
 

Calocedrus decurrens /Incense Cedar to 90´x 15´ Medium Long VD    Pyramid        

Cedrus deodara/ Deodar Cedar to 80´x 40´ Medium Long MD     Pyramid        

Cercis canadensis/ Eastern Redbud to 35´x 35´ Medium Long LM   Round          

Cercis occidentalis/ Western Redbud to 18´x 18´ Medium Long M        Round         

Chamaecyparis lawsoniana/ Lawson Cypress to 60´x 18´ Strong Long D    Pyramid        

Eucalyptus cinerea/ Silver Dollar Tree to 55´x 45´ Unknown Long LM    Round       

Eucalyptus nicholii/  Willow Peppermint to 48´x 36´ Medium Long MD     Oval-Hrzt      

Eucalyptus polyanthemos/ Silver Dollar Gum to 75´x 45´ Medium Long M     Oval-Vrt       

Eucalyptus torquata/  Coral Gum to 36´x 30´ Medium Long M     Oval/Open        

Fraxinus Americana/ White Ash to 80´x 50´ 
Medium-

Strong Long LM   Oval       

Fraxinus angustifolia (oxycarpa)/ Raywood Ash to 35´x 25´ Medium Long M        Oval-Hrzt       

Heteromeles arbutifolia/ Toyon to 25´x 20´ Medium Long D     Vase      

Jacaranda mimosifolia/ Jacaranda to 50´x 50´ Weak Long MD    Oval-Hrzt        

Koelreuteria bipinnata/ Chinese Flame Tree to 40´x 40´ Medium Medium—Long M        Round    
Late 

Summer 

Koelreuteria paniculata/ Golden Raintree to 35´x 40´ Medium Medium—Long LM       Round    
Mid 

Summer   

Lagerstroemia indica/ Crape Myrtle to 25´x 25´ Medium Medium—Long M        Round    Summer   

Laurus nobilis/ Sweet Bay to 40´x 40´ Medium Medium—Long VD3       Oval-Hrzt    

Malus ‘Prairifire’/ Flowering Crabapple to 20´x 15´ Unknown Long Not Rated     Oval-Hrzt        

Pinus attenuata/ Knobcone Pine to 80´x25´ Medium Medium—Long D      Oval-Vrt      

Pinus coulteri/ Coulter Pine to 80´x 40´ Medium Long M       Cone-Vrt      

Pinus monophylla/ Single-leaf  Pinion to 25´x 15´ Medium Long M       Round        

Pinus monticola/ Western White Pine to 60´x 20´ Medium Long M      Cone       
Source: Shandon Area Master Tree Plan – T. Pullen, 2007            

                                                            
1 Rated by the Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute as low, moderate, or densely leaved. 
2 Must be rated moderate (M) to densely (D) leaved and have a spread at least half of height to be considered a shade tree. 
3 If allowed to grow into a tree 
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Table III: Tree Characteristics 

 
 

                                          TERTIARY CRITERIA 

Height/ 

Breadth  

Branch 

Strength  Life Span  

Shade 

Capacity 4 Shade Tree5  

Disease 

Prone  Fall Color     Evergreen  Shape  Texture  Ornamental  

Spring 

Flowering  

Allergen/ 

Irritant  

PG & E 

Approved 

SPECIES               

Pinus ponderosa/  Ponderosa Pine to 100´x 30´ Strong Long M      Cone      

Pinus sabiniana/ Gray Pine to 80´x 50´ Weak-Medium Medium—Long LM      Cone      

Pistacia chinensis/ Chinese Pistache to 60´x 40´ Strong Long M        Oval-Vrt       

Platanus acerifolia / London Plane Tree to 80´x 40´ Strong Long LM-D   Oval      

Platanus racemosa/ California Sycamore to 80´x 50´ Medium Long M-D     Spread      

Populus fremontii/ Cottonwood to 60´x 30´ Weak Medium—Long M        Round      

Prunus lyonii/ Catalina Cherry to 45´x 30´ Medium Long D         Varied     

Prunus ‘Okame’/ Flowering Cherry to 25´x 20´ Strong Long6 MD        Oval-Vrt        

Pseudotsuga menziesii/ Douglas Fir to 160´x 30´ Strong Long M    Pyramid      

Pyrus calleryana ‘redspire’/ Redspire Ornamental  Pear to 35´x 20´ Medium Long MD        Oval-Vrt       

Quercus agrifolia/ Coast Live Oak to 70´x 70´+ Strong Long MD       Umbrella      

Quercus chrysolepis/ Canyon Live Oak to 60´x 60´ Strong Long MD       Round      

Quercus douglasii/ Blue Oak to 50´x 70´ Strong Long M      Round      

Quercus kelloggii/ California Black Oak to 80´x 80´ Strong Long MD      Round      

Quercus lobata/ Valley Oak to 70´x 70´ 
Medium-

Strong Long M      Oval-Hrzt      

Quercus wislizenii/ Interior Live Oak to 75´x 75´+ Strong Long D       Round      

Sequoia sempervirens/ Coast Redwood to 90´x 30´ Strong Long D      7 Cone      

Sophora japonica/ Japanese Pagoda Tree to 70´x 70´ Medium Medium—Long MD      Round     

Thuja plicata/ Western Red Cedar to 100´x 60´ Medium Long D       Cone     

Umbellularia californica/ California Bay Laurel to 25´x 25´ Strong Long D       Round      
Source: Shandon Area Master Tree Plan – T. Pullen, 2007             

                                                            
4 Rated by the Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute as low, moderate, or densely leaved. 
5 Must be rated moderate (M) to densely (D) leaved and have a spread at least half of height to be considered a shade tree. 
6 This according to numerous nurseries (The Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute does not report a rated longevity for this tree). 
7 Many sources disagree with evergreen status 
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               APPENDIX C: Community Outreach Program
Community involvement in the planning process is vital for gathering relevant 
informaion about community’s needs and prioriies. In order to acively 
involve the community in development of the San Miguel Community Plan 
Update an outreach program was developed to engage all segments of the 
community. The outreach program consisted of three community workshops, 
community quesionnaire, Visual Preference survey, visits to Lillian Larsen 
Elementary School, targeted outreach to the Spanish-speaking community 
Flyers (Appendix B, Figures B-1 to B-4) promoing the workshops and their 
respecive objecives were distributed within San Miguel, hand-delivering 
them to local businesses. San Luis Obispo County sent out leters (Appendix 
B, Figure B-5) inviing property owners in San Miguel to atend the workshop.  

The irst workshop, held in October 2010, served as a community visioning 
exercise to address local issues, the needs and desires of community members, 
and to learn about the preferred types of development they would like to 
see San Miguel. The second workshop was held in December 2010 to explore 
opportuniies within two alternaive concept plans for future development 
that were based on  the community feedback from the irst workshop. The inal 
workshop was held in January when the community reviewed a consensus 
plan that incorporated  the feedback from the previous two workshops.
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Workshop 1: Community Visioning
Beginning the public outreach program with community visioning is 
important to gain a clear understanding of the general direcion in which 
the community wants to grow, physically, socially, and economically.  

The efort in promoing public input contributed to a successful irst 
workshop held in October 2010. Valuable input from the community was 
gathered through an interacive approach between all paricipaing paries 
during the workshop.  The workshop began with a presentaion of San 
Miguel’s exising condiions, with informaion provided by the Cal Poly 
Consuling Team and San Luis Obispo County staf. Workshop aciviies 
included  a visual preference survey, a community survey, and an interacive 
mapping exercise.

The physical aspect of development and design is essenial to saisfy the 
community members  vision for the future of San Miguel.  A visual preference 
survey was conducted to beter understand the types of development San 
Miguel community members desired.  A total of 42 images were presented, 
including: downtown commercial, commercial outside of downtown, mixed-
use development , streetscape, public spaces, parks, single family residenial, 
and muli-family residenial developments. Paricipants evaluated each 
image on a numerical scale ranging from posiive three to negaive three. 
There were common themes that resulted from the visual preference survey 
with regards to areas of commercial, mixed-use, residenial, public space, 
and streetscape development, which helped guide the development of 
concept design plans. 

The following pages provide the summaries of the survey results. See 
Appendix B, Figure B-5 for the Visual Preference Survey Poster used at 
Workshop 2.

Figure 2-1: Workshop paricipants collaboraing on ideas for San Miguel’s future.
(Cal Poly, 2010)
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Visual Preference Survey
The community responded posiively to the images of downtown 
commercial development that encompasses the historic character within its 
physical design, paricularly with that of older, small-town characterisics.  
Varied roolines and façade details, such as the use of tradiional-appearing 
materials and size and placement of windows and doors, are also qualiies of 
downtown commercial development that the community would like to see 
in future development (Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3).

In regards to commercial development outside of the downtown area, the 
community preferred to see development that incorporated the rusic feel 
and rural character of the town. The community also expressed the need for 
suicient parking within the commercial development (Figure 2-4).

Figure 2-2: Downtown 
commercial development 
incorporaing historic, 
Western character and 
varied materials and 
facades.

Figure 2-3: Downtown 
commercial development 
with varied roolines and 
materials.

Figure 2-4: Commercial 
development outside of 
downtown incorporaing 
rural characterisics and 
suicient parking.

Downtown
Commercial

Commercial
outside of 

Downtown

Mixed Use

Single Family
Residenial

Attachment 1 - Public Review Draft (June 2013)

174 of 199



 Community Outreach 5

The community responded posiively to the idea of bringing mixed use 
development into the downtown area with a few excepions. The community 
would like to see mixed use development that incorporates the old town 
feel of the town, similar to the exising mixed use within the town. The 
community also expressed that the building height should not exceed two 
stories (Figure 2-5).

Mixed Use

Figure 2-5: Mixed-use 
development with old-
town style architectural 
style and limited height.Muli-Family

Residenial
Neighborhood-oriented muli-family development was the top-rated form 
of muli-family residenial development preferred by the community.  They 
would want muli-family development that resembles exising single-family 
residenial development within San Miguel, where there are outdoor areas 
for family recreaional enjoyment and where building density does not 
disrupt a “family feel” (Figure 2-6). 

Figure 2-6: Muli-family 
residenial development 
resembling single-family 
residenial characterisics.

A relecion of tradiional-style architecture found in exising neighborhood 
areas in the community is what the community would like to see in future 
single-family development.  Front porches and detached garages or garages 
set back from the front yard are two of the most common themes that 
emerged from the Visual Preference Survey regarding future single-family 
development (Figure 2-7).

Single Family
Residenial

Figure 2-7: Single-family 
housing with a porch and 
detached garage.
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The community expressed a desire to develop the exising streetscape into 
a pedestrian friendly environment with wider sidewalks (Figure 2-8).  The 
community also responded posiively to covered sidewalks in the downtown 
area to provide shelter from the natural elements, and vegetaion along the 
sidewalks to provide an aestheically pleasing environment (Figure 2-9).

Streetscape

The community expressed a desire to expand the exising park space to 
include a large shaded play area for the youth and a gazebo that can be used 
as the center of recreaional events such as community barbecues (Figure 
2-10). In regards to public space within the downtown area, the community 
responded posiively to the creaion of space that resembles a European 
style to atract tourists (Figure 2-11).

Public Space

Figure 2-8: Streetscape 
with a wide, pedestrian-
friendly sidewalk.

Figure 2-10: Public 
park with large, shaded 
recreaional space and a 
gazebo.

Figure 2-11: Public 
space with European 
characterisics to atract 
tourists.

Figure 2-9: Streetscape 
incorporaing covered 
sidewalk and aestheic 
vegetaion.
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Community Survey
A community survey was administered during the irst workshop.  The 
survey contained 20 quesions that addressed aspects in the community to 
be maintained, added, or changed (Appendix B, Figure B-7 to B-14).  The 
survey topics included general demographics, features about San Miguel 
that the community would like to preserve,  desired changes, preferred 
growth paterns, economic expansion, and recreaional opportuniies. The 
survey was posted online to allow those not present at the workshop to 
paricipate in the visioning process. 

An abbreviated version of the community survey was used for post-workshop 
outreach conducted with Spanish speaking members of the community 
The survey consisted of eight of the most relevant quesions toward 
understanding community preferences for future growth and development.  

One of the main quesions in both the original and abbreviated surveys 
asks what individuals would like to change the most in San Miguel.  There 
were a wide variety of answers provided by the respondents; however, the 
following summarize the most prevalent themes:

• Focus on the development of downtown and make it a desinaion  
 for residents and visitors.  Increase afordable opportuniies for   
 locally owned businesses to start and grow.
• Preserve the historic resources and buildings within San Miguel.
• Insill a sense of pride for community members by maintaining   
 properies in an aestheic manner.  Refresh and update buildings  
 throughout the community.
• Promote walkability throughout San Miguel by encouraging street  
 improvements with sidewalks and crosswalks.  Residenial and   
 commercial developments should be planned accordingly.

A third component of the workshop was small-group discussion, lead by the 
Cal Poly Consuling Team, and a mapping exercise.  A personal worksheet was 
provided to gather addiional qualitaive informaion (Appendix B, Figure 
B-15).  Four areas of interest were discussed, including posiive aspects of 
San Miguel, primary concerns, missing elements in the community, and 
vision of the future. The Consuling Team facilitated discussion of these 
ideas and assisted community members to express their ideas graphically 
through a mapping exercise (Figure 2-1). Map CO 2-1 provides a summary 
of all the comments resuling from the paricipants who completed the 
mapping exercise.

Break-out
Session and 

Mapping 
Exercise
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Post Workshop 1 Outreach
Addiional outreach methods were designed to gather input from the Spanish-
speaking community as this community group was underrepresented at the 
irst workshop.  The post workshop outreach program was less formal, where 
the Cal Poly Consuling Team met with community members to discuss 
issues on a personal basis. A list of contacts with community representaives 
was created with the intenion of receiving input on how to reach out to the 
Spanish-speaking community. 

The Consuling Team was directed to the local food bank at Lillian Larsen 
Elementary School, where a large majority of the recipients are members 
of the Spanish-speaking community. It was here that the Consuling Team 
spoke with those present at the school about the purpose of the visit and 
the importance of paricipaing in the community planning process. Many 
of the community quesionnaires were conducted at school; others were 
distributed and returned at local businesses and restaurants, and some were 
let at the community health center to be collected at a later date. 

On the second visit to the community health center, the Consuling Team’s 
outreach was expanded to gather input from the paients in the recepion 
oice through their compleion of the community surveys and informal 
conversaion. The feedback was a coninuaion of a common theme:  
expanding and maintaining small-town characterisics, enhancing abandoned 
and deterioraing exising development, and promoing San Miguel’s 
downtown as a central gathering space that draws atenion to visitors and 
residents.  An employee at the health center pointed the Consuling Team 
back to Lillian Larsen Elementary School as a prime locaion to reach out 
to the Spanish-speaking community, as many parents pick up their children 
ater school.  Not only did visit to Lillian Larsen Elementary School succeed 
in reaching out to members of the Spanish-speaking community, but it also 
allowed the Consuling Team to reach out to the children of San Miguel.  

Figure 2-12: Reaching out to the Spanish-speaking community at Lillian Larsen Elementary 
Bake Sale.
(Cal Poly, 2010)

Visit to Lillian
Larsen School

Visit to the
Community

Health Center
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Fith grade students were hosing a Halloween bake sale, which proved to 
be an   important venue to gather input from the students (Figure 2-12). 
Addiionally, the teachers at the school invited the Consuling Team to speak 
to the eighth grade classes about the importance of paricipatory planning 
and becoming involved workshops.

Quesionnaires were also distributed at two local Mexican food eateries—
Dos Padres and the Carniceria—as well as the Mission Market & Deli, to 
collect addiional informaion from Spanish-speakers.  By the end of the post 
workshop public outreach program, 54 quesionnaires from the Spanish 
speaking community were obtained.  

The informal public outreach approach provided a valuable feedback from 
the Spanish-speaking community. This approach has also been well-received 
by paricipaing members of the community workshops during roundtable 
discussions, creaing a more relaxed discussion atmosphere to allow for an 
easier low of communicaion between both paricipants and the Consuling 
Team.  

A wide range of feedback was received from a diverse populaion, allowing 
a full understanding of the issues facing San Miguel. Taking an informal 
approach with the community allowed for addiional feedback that lead to a 
beter understanding of the community’s goals.

Visit to
Bake Sale

Quesionnaires
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Community Survey Results and Analysis
The data gathered through the community survey was tabulated and 
reviewed to gain a beter understanding of community viewpoints. The 
surveys collected on the County’s website and during the workshop, and 
those administered in person by the Consuling Team during on-site visits 
to San Miguel displayed similar results.  These viewpoints provided insight 
into community goals that will further aid the Consuling Team during 
subsequent events and processes.

Figure 2-13: The community’s preference of current characterisics based on the community 
survey conducted in December 2010.
(Cal Poly, 2010)

Results show that the main prioriies in San Miguel revolve around 
maintaining the small-town characterisics of the community while only 
developing within the exising developed areas of San Miguel (Figure 2-13 
and Figure 2-14). This informaion has informed development of the two 
alternaive concept plans for the future growth of San Miguel. 
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The paricipaing community members prefer development to be within the 
exising developed areas, with areas of development expanding past the 
exising developed areas as a secondary preference.  This data informed the 
Consuling Team’s development of the two concept designs in determining 
boundaries for designing proposed development and accommodaing future 
growth.  

Figure 2-14: The community’s preference on locaion of future development based on the 
community survey conducted in December 2010.
(Cal Poly, 2010)

Figure 2-15: The job opportuniies that the community wants to see grow based on the 
community survey conducted in December 2010.
(Cal Poly, 2010)
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The community would prefer to expand locally owned businesses, 
paricularly in groceries, clothing, entertainment and health services, and to 
capitalize on the community’s natural resources to develop tourist-oriented 
opportuniies (Figure 2-15 and Figure 2-16).  This informaion informed the 
Consuling Team about the type of job opportuniies and land uses that 
could be included in the concept places.    

Figure 2-16: The businesses that the community wants to see made available or expanded in 
San Miguel based on the community survey conducted in December 2010.
(Cal Poly, 2010)

In a more speciic sense, the community’s prioriies focus on the addiion of 
more aciviies that cater toward families and children, and the development 
of a town center to coninue community congregaion while maintaining 
atracive streets with plenty of pedestrian access (Figure 2-17).  These 
prioriies show a strong ainity toward community-enabling aciviies, as 
they are all oriented around prioriies that would bring individuals together 
in social seings. The desire for community park improvements, while mainly 
a physical atribute, shows a need for a well-kept area in which community 
interacion can take place.

Frequently addressed issues from the irst workshop visioning exercises 
revealed the community’s interest in developing diverse housing types, 
improving the storm water drainage system, and improving public 
transportaion services.  The community also expressed a desire to increase 
the maintenance of local parks.
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Outreach to the Spanish Community

Figure 2-17: The primary focus of community needs within San Miguel based on the 
community survey conducted in December 2010.
(Cal Poly, 2010)

The analysis of the community outreach directed to the Spanish-speaking 
community resembled many of the same aspects as the informaion received 
from the irst workshop and online survey; however, this porion of the 
community showed diferent prioriies.  The Spanish-speaking community 
expressed their concerns for increased security, which includes more street 
lighing and crosswalks. This porion of the community would also like to 
see an increase in police presence within the area. Increasing the amount 
of entertainment opions for both children and adults was a big concern, as 
well as the expansion of jobs as career opportuniies.  
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Workshop 2: Exploring Opportunities
Because community input is a key contributor to the development of a 
successful community plan, it is important that the community be involved 
in all steps of the development process. The second workshop was held 
in December 2010 with the main objecive to receive  feedback  on two 
concept plans, Concept “A” and Concept “B”, developed by the Consuling 
Team. Ater a presentaion describing each concept design and the logic 
behind the details of each concept, roundtable discussions were established 
to receive the community’s input on the two plans. This feedback later 
served as a guide in selecing the features of the concept plans that the 
community prefers and synthesizing the two plans into one, consensus plan.  

Despite eforts to reach out to the Spanish-speaking community, members 
of this community group were sill not present at the second workshop, 
and the turnout was disappoiningly lower than the irst workshop.  It is 
important to note, however, that the smaller turnout could have been due 
to the ime when the workshop was held, a weeknight, versus the weekend 
morning when the irst workshop was held. Most of the feedback from the 
discussions was posiive. Those present from the community enjoyed the 
innovaive concepts to promote a sustainable, walkable, and economically 
viable San Miguel. They were pleased that much of what they expressed 
about the future of San Miguel was relected in the two concept plans such 
as focusing on connecivity to the downtown area as a catalyst for inspiring 
economic growth and specialized, local jobs and careers, or limiing the 
density in future development to preserve small-town characterisics.  
For future housing, the community prefers an emphasis on single-family 
housing and to steer away from muli-family housing development due to 
its denser design.  However, the community preferred less focus on housing 
development altogether, and more focus on non-residenial development to 
allow for job growth. 
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Concept “A”
The Concept “A” Alternaive Plan (Map CO 2-2) is based on a projected 
populaion of 3,756 residents at full build-out based on an average household 
size of 3.03 persons. The term “full build-out” refers to the maximum 
development and populaion that can be accommodated based on the 
development types and their allowed densiies; however, development 
typically will never reach full build-out. Key features relevant to this plan are: 

• Adapive reuse of the Purina Chows building as a community center
• Extensive trail system and habitat restoraion eforts east of the   
 railroad tracks
• Central community plaza located on Mission Street
• Established commercial district along Mission Street
• Proposed high school located near the eastern end of 11th Street
• Cultural arts district located near Mission San Miguel Arcangel 
• Light industrial center located on the western edge of 10th Street
• Recycled water system in the exising water treatment facility

More speciics on the land use designaions are on Map CO 2-2.
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Concept “B”
The Concept “B” Alternaive Plan (Map CO 2-3) is based on a projected 
populaion of 6,819 residents at full build-out.  This is based on the 
assumpion that San Miguel will reach esimated concept plan build-out 
which represents capacity at a reasonable development potenial.  Like 
Concept “A”, Concept “B” was designed on an average household size of 
3.03 persons.  Key features relevant to this plan are:

• Expanded urban reserve line along the northern edge of town and  
 on San Lawrence Terrace 
• Develop San Lawrence Terrace as a planned-unit development with  
 a high school as a center
• Tourism as a catalyst for economic growth
• Promoion of Specialty Manufacturing
• Mission Street as a downtown core
• Creaion of Highway Commercial
• 10th Street Connecion to San Lawrence Terrace (bridge)
• Maintenance of small town character
• Compact urban form

More speciics on the land use designaions are on Map CO 2-3.

Much concern, however, was raised with the means of funding either of 
these alternaive concept plans and the majority of the discussions focused 
around this issue.  However, there was sill vital input that was gathered 
for the use of developing the inal concept plan, such as locaions where 
park space development could not occur due to private ownership of the 
proposed locaion.
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Workshop 3: Developing a Consensus Plan
More than forty community members and interested individuals took part 
in the third and inal workshop, the largest turnout of the workshop series.  
The workshop presentaion consisted of three primary areas:  indings of 
previous workshop discussions, development of Drat Consensus Plan, and 
key features  of the Drat Consensus Plan.  The workshop began with a 
presentaion that summarized the discussion and indings from the previous 
two workshops (Maps CO 2-4 to CO 2-8).  This provided those in atendance 
a beter understanding if they had not paricipated previously and served to 
conirm the intenions of those who had.  The process for the Drat Consensus 
Plan development was reviewed and included brief presentaions on the 
alternaive concept plans, and incorporaion of workshop indings into the 
Consensus Plan. The Drat Consensus Plan was presented simultaneously 
in four staions, each concentraing on one of the four main topic areas:  

Figure 2-18: Presentaion and Discussion Areas

Figure 2-19: Workshop paricipants talking with presenters
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Figure 2-20: Workshop paricipants walking around, looking at the diferent district maps

Residenial Development; Circulaion, Parks, and Public Faciliies; Downtown 
District and Downtown Core; and Service Commercial Districts (Figure 2-18).  
This was followed by the opportunity for public comment (Figure 2-18).

Atendees were assigned staring staions and rotated through all of the 
staions.  Key features of teach topic areas were presented; workshop 
atendees were asked to complete a survey at the end of each rotaion 
(Figure 2-19).  Also included in this acivity was a “dot exercise” at each 
staion.  Workshop atendees were asked to place a dot in either a “Yes” or 
“No” box, speciic to each feature, to illustrate which features were liked and 
disliked (Figure 2-20).

This method provided a considerable amount of feedback and the input from 
workshop atendees was acknowledged directly by the Consuling Team.  
The third workshop was deemed a resounding success with considerable 
input from workshop atendees.
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San Miguel Draft Consensus Plan
Community Outreach Map 2-4
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Residential Development Key Features
Community Outreach Map 2-5
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Downtown District & Downtown Core Key Features
Community Outreach Map 2-7
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Service Commercial Key Features
Community Outreach Map 2-8
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Workshop 3 Feedback
The Drat Consensus Plan’s four main topic areas and their respecive key 
features were well received by community members.  Key comments and 
responses are summarized below.

• Proposed single-family residenial south of 11th Street may become  
 a self-help housing project with increased density.
• Proposed muli-family west of Highway 101 needs to be redesigned  
 to accommodate proximity to Highway 101.
• San Lawrence Terrace density should not be increased, and   
 commercial development of any form should be avoided.
• The increased density for housing closer to downtown was well   
 received, with decreasing density further from the downtown core.

• The 10th Street on-ramp improvement to Highway 101 is a high   
 priority to reduce low on Cemetery Road.
• Downtown Park-n-Ride lot should be converted to visitor parking.   
 The Park-n-Ride itself should remain at its current locaion near   
 Highway 101.
• Bike and walking trail should be extended to senior housing and   
 merge with the proposed De Anza County Trail.  Property rights in  
 the lood plain may be an issue and needs to be looked into with the  
 County.
• Groundwork for the historic walking trail is already complete, it   
 simply needs improvements.
• North Mission Street gateway should steer away from the concept  
 of a gateway, and more of a landmark.  Landmarks should be on   
 both north and south ends of Mission Street.
• The need for the high school is quesionable; other high schools   
 may have been already proposed elsewhere outside of San Miguel.  
• Alleyways in residenial area west of Mission Street are becoming  
 one-way paths.

• The mixed-use concept between 11th and 14th Streets is desirable  
 provided that density does not become too intense.
• Adapive reuse of the barn between 10th and 11th Streets as a   
 tasing room and art gallery is desirable.
• Alleyways should be named.

• Topography issues (slope) on 10th Street creates a problem for the  
 proposed local commercial services.
• Expansion of URL is desirable to accommodate passive recreaion,  
 commercial services, and the expansion of the wine distribuion   
 center.
• The reinstallaion of the bed and breakfast was well received.

Circulaion, 
Parks & Public

Faciliies

Downtown
District and 
Downtown

Core

Service
Commercial

Residenial
Development
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Post Workshop 3 Outreach
The third workshop was a large success with the community members 
excited for the progress made in the development of the Drat Consensus 
Plan.  Most of the features were well received and comments, both posiive 
and negaive, were considered and incorporated into the development of 
the inal Consensus Plan.  The overall mood from this workshop suggests that 
the community is looking forward to the progress in inalizing the Consensus 
Plan and the adopion of the 2035 San Miguel Community Plan Update. 

Due to the lack of atendance by the Spanish-speaking community at 
the third workshop, a post-workshop outreach program was prepared.  
The post-workshop outreach program took the presentaion directly to 
the Spanish-speaking community at a District English Learner Advisory 
Commitee (DELAC) meeing. DELAC represents the student council for the 
Spanish-speaking community of Lillian Larson Elementary School.  Members 
of the commitee were presented a condensed version of the workshop 
presentaion, highlighing the key features of the Drat Consensus Plan.  As 
the key features were presented, surveys were illed out to gather input.  The 
survey results revealed that a majority of the Spanish-speaking community 
responded posiively to many of the key features.  All posiive and negaive 
comments were incorporated into the inal consensus plan for San Miguel.

District English
Learner

Advisory
Commitee
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Post Workshop 3 Outreach Conclusion
The results of the outreach eforts revealed that the community’s preference 
for physical development is to maintain the historic character of San 
Miguel, paricularly in development outside the main commercial core via 
architectural style and limited density.  Development in the commercial core 
on Mission Street should encompass architectural elements to contribute 
to European-style characterisics in order to atract tourists and business 
opportuniies and to foster economic growth. Housing development is 
preferred to focus on single-family versus muli-family housing to preserve 
exising small town development paterns.

Pedestrian circulaion and connecivity throughout the town are also 
prioriies for the community, especially in creaing an aestheic connecion 
from the Mission to the downtown core.  Opportuniies for economic growth 
through tourist atracion and capitalizing on San Miguel’s natural resources 
was a primary focus as there are opportuniies in surrounding vineyards 
and open space to allow for pedestrian-friendly recreaional uses and the 
potenial for bike trails.

Sustaining San Miguel’s natural resources is a paricular concern for residents 
of San Miguel, especially with the town’s water resources.  They enjoy ideas 
entertained in the conceptual designs to conserve water, such as uilizing 
recycled water to sustain a larger community with limited water supply.  

The community feedback from the public outreach eforts has provided a 
signiicant amount of valuable informaion with which the Consuling Team 
can work.  The goal of the Consuling Team is to make the community’s 
vision of San Miguel’s future a concrete reality for both current and future 
residents to thrive.  
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